Network. It has received good notices primarily from the lay press. Yet the film depicts much that is out-of-date and much that is debatable. In general, we feel that it presents a depressing picture of the cancer patient. This was not Joan Robinson' s intention and her bravery only serves to highlight this picture of suffering with cancer.
We point to specific flaws in the film. We then go on to account for why many reviewers seem to have been blind to these flaws. It is suggested that criteria for good works of art, for good public health information, and for admirable personal traits were confused.
We were surprised when we read Bernard Towers' 'Report from America' (i) (2) Controversial topics, and controversial treatment of such topics, tend naturally to generate discussion, especially perhaps amongst those of us who are members of the Society for Health and Human Values. This body supported the film, and its president co-ordinated a series of five recorded panel-discussions on some of the sensitive issues raised by JROWS. As to the editorial policy criticised by your correspondents, a policy which deliberately eschewed the kind of voice-overs and other tricks of the TV trade that they advocate, it should be realised that this was precisely how Joan wanted her story to be told. The benefits, in my view, far outweigh the drawbacks. Far from detracting from the quality of the production this method of editing positively enhanced it. Audiences are sceptical of most documentary films precisely because they know that the 'message' is determined and packaged by the producer-editor. Joan wanted her story told the way she lived it, the way it was, 'warts and all'. Her husband and her producerfriend honoured her wishes.
